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Analysis of Structural Relationship of Job Satisfaction Levels Felt
in Ultrasound Examination by Radiological Technologists

Hye-Jin Kim'?-Youl-Hun Seoung?
Y The Korean Registry for Diagnostic Medical Sonography

? Department of Radiological Science, Graduate School of Health Sciences, Cheongju University

Abstract The purpose of this study was to analyze the structural relationship between job satisfaction levels felt during ul-
trasound examination of radiological technologists (RTs) using a structural equation model. The subjects were a total of
203 RTs currently working in medical institutions. The method was conducted as a survey study using a questionnaire con-
sisting of a total of 29 questions consisting of demographic characteristics and job satisfaction levels that were self-efficacy,
job competency, extrinsic compensation, and job satisfaction, The reliability was secured with the Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficient of 0.6 or higher, For statistical analysis, a significant difference between the frequency analysis of demographic
characteristics and the mean of the job satistaction levels were performed by independent sample T-test and one-way anal-
ysis of variance (ANOVA) followed by Scheffe’s post hoc test, The correlation analysis between variables was tested with
Spearman’s and Pearson’s correlation coefficient, We analyzed the structural relationships between variables by structural
equations., As a result, first, job competency and extrinsic compensation had a positive effect on job satisfaction on ultra-
sound examination of RTs. Second, the self-efficacy of ultrasound examination RTs showed a high correlation with job
competency. Third, the job satisfaction levels showed in the order of job competency, job satisfaction, self-efficacy, and ex-
trinsic compensation, In conclusion, this study are expected to be provided as data to identify factors that could improve
job satisfaction during ultrasound examination of RTs by empirically analyzing the structural relationship of self-efficacy, job
competency, and external compensation,

Key Words : Radiological technologists, Ultrasound examination, Job Satisfaction, Self-efficacy, Extrinsic compensation, Job competency
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 1, Variable reliability test of job satisfaction

Variable Number of questions  Reliability
1 Self-efficacy 3 0.719
2 Job competency 5 0.828
3 Extrinsic Rewards 4 0.822
4 Job satisfaction 5 0.798
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Table 2, Result of exploratory factor analysis in sonographer

Latent Variables Obgerved Standardizgd Variances CritiF; d P CO,HSt,WCt AVE Cronbach's «
Variables factor loading ratio reliability
X1 0.988 0.350 6.931 0.001
Self-efficacy X2 1.051 0.140 7.627 0.001 0.916 0.784 0.719

X3 1.000 0.360 - -
Y1 0.805 0.253 7.591 0.001
Y2 1.148 0.282 8.593 0.001

Job competency Y3 0.989 0.219 8.530 0.001 0.947 0.783 0.828
Y4 0.864 0.210 8.178 0.001
Y5 1.000 0.336 -
Z1 0.747 0.245 8.439 0.001
72 1.000 0.457 -

Job satisfaction 73 0.965 0.159 9.914 0.001 0.763 0.763 0.798
74 1.088 0.316 9.322 0.001
75 0.901 0.213 9.342 0.001
M1 0.862 0.530 8.878 0.001
M2 0.865 0.615 8.568 0.001

Extrinsic Rewards 0.866 0.618 0.822
M3 1,000 0.470 . B}
M4 0.852 0.372 9.477 0.001
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Table 3, Frequency analysis according to general characteristics

QOccupation n (%)
Male 16(7.9%)
Sex Female 187(92.1%)
Total 203(100%)

Metropolitan area 114(56,2%)

Location non-metropolitan area 89(43.8%)
Total 203(100%)

Clinic 104(51.2%)

Hospital size Non-Clinic 99(48.8%)
Total 203(100%)

' _ ‘ Yes 63(31.,0%)
it s e
Total 203(100%)

Yes 121(59.6%)

ARDMS certificate No 82(40.4%)
Total 203(100%)

Morning part time 74(36.5%)

Work time Day full time 129(63.5%)
Total 203(100%)

Married 116(57.1%)

Marital status Single 87(42.9%)
Total 203(100%)

Yes 65(32.0%)

Religion No 138(68.0%)
Total 203(100%)

Associate degree 87(42.9%)

Bachelor's degree 87(42.9%)

Last education

Master's degree or higher — 29(14.2%)

Total 203(100%)
> 290 36(17.7%)
Pay 201 ~ 430 116(57.1%)
(10,000 won) 431 < 51(25.2%)
Total 203(100%)
>3 71(35.0%)
3 ~ 10 71(35.0%)
Career Period
10 ( 61(30.0%)
(years)
Total 203(100%)
Average 7.1£59
Age (years) 37.4 £ 89
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Table 4, T-test of the mean of variables according to general characteristics

Variable Group Mean SD t-value p-value
Metropolitan area 4.064 0.542
0.198 0.843
Non-Metropolitan area 4,048 0.595
Clinic 4,099 0.580
1.085 0.279
Non-Clinic 4.013 0.547
Professional RT certificate 4218 0.483
2,782 0.006
Non-professional RT certificate 3.984 0.585
RDMS 4,050 0.585
-0.216 0.829
Self-efficacy Non-RDMS 4,067 0.536
Morning part time 4171 0.612
- 2,137 0.034
Day full time 3.996 0.528
Married 4,140 0.557
2.495 0.013
Single 3.942 0.561
Religion 4123 0.619
1.152 0.251
Non-Religion 4,025 0.536
Mean 4,067 0.562
Metropolitan area 4.172 0.536
-1.555 0.122
Non-Metropolitan area 4.291 0,546
Clinic 4,289 0.517
1.740 0.083
Non-Clinic 4,157 0.563
Professional RT certificate 4.350 0.515
A 2,231 0.027
Non-professional RT certificate 4168 0.547
RDMS 4,328 0.490
3.406 0.001
Job competency Non-RDMS 4,071 0.581
Morning part time 4.452 0.452
8P 4,651 0.001
Day full time 4.108 0.534
Married 4,360 0.512
4,387 0.001
Single 4.036 0.530
Religion 4.317 0.541
& 1.673 0.096
Non-Religion 4181 0.540
Mean 4,234 0.529
Metropolitan area 4,112 0.691
-0.969 0.334
Non-Metropolitan area 4.202 0.617
Clinic 4.207 0.671
1,240 0.217
Non-Clinic 4.093 0.646
Professional RT certificate 4,227 0.690
1.094 0.275
Non-professional RT certificate 4.118 0.645
RDMS 4177 0.610
. 0.674 0.501
Job satisfaction Non-RDMS 4114 0.729
Morning part time 4,303 0.655
8 P 2.435 0.016
Day full time 4,071 0.650
Married 4,219 0.660 1.818 0.071
Single 4,050 0.648
Religion 4.220 0.057 1,011 0.313
Non-Religion 4.119 0.661
Mean 4,159 0.659
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Variable Group Mean SD t-value p-value
Metropolitan area 3.417 0.776
-1.177 0.241
Non-Metropolitan area 3.543 0.737
Clinic 3.616 0.735
2.805 0.006
Non-Clinic 3.322 0.760
Professional RT certificate 3.479 0.854
0.080 0.937
Non-professional RT certificate 3,469 0.716
RDMS 3.500 0.746
0.623 0.530
Extrinsic Rewards Non-RDMS 3.432 0.782
Morning part time 3.667 0.726
. 2,725 0.007
Day full time 3.308 0.759
Married 3.507 0.732
0.719 0.473
Single 3,429 0.801
Religion 3.652 0.692
2,334 0.021
Non-Religion 3.388 0.778
Mean 0.000 0.000
SD: standard dedivation,, RT: radiological technologist, RDMS : Registry for Diagnostic Medical Sonography
Table 5, ANOVA of variables according to general characteristics
Variable Group Mean SD F p-value sheffe
(3@ 3.922 0.036
3-10 (b) 4,017 0.061
Career Period 6.387 0.002 ab(c
10 < (0) 4.258 0.078
Mean 4,065 0.040
> 290 (a) 4,007 0.559
. Pay 291 ~ 430 (b) 4,024 0.552
Self-efficacy 1.310 0.272 -
(10,000 won) 431 < (0 4,167 0.593
Mean 4.057 0.564
Associate degree (a) 4,049 0.551
Bachelor's degree (b) 3.986 0.572
Last education 3.316 0.038 bja{c
Master's degree or higher (c) 4.293 0.535
Mean 4,057 0.564
(3@ 3.908 0.063
3-10 (b) 4,263 0.059
Career Period 16,937 0.001 albc
10 € (o) 4.475 0.061
Mean 4.224 0.038
2> 290 (a) 3.988 0.001
Pay 291 ~ 430 (b) 4,199 0.531
Job competency 8.481 0.001 a,b{c
(10,000 won) 431 < (0 4,448 0.440
Mean 4.224 0.542
Associate degree (a) 4,199 0.565
Bachelor's degree (b) 4.164 0.528
Last education 3915 0.021 a,b(c
Master's degree or higher (c) 4.478 0.455
Mean 4,224 0.542
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Variable Group Mean SD F p-value sheffe
(3@ 4.157 0.071
3-10 (b) 4,068 0.080
Career Period 1,126 0.326
10 ¢ (0 4,241 0.091
Mean 4,151 0.046
> 290 (a) 3.964 0.647
Pa 291 ~ 430 (b) 4151 0.616
. . y -
Job satisfaction 2.534 0.082
(10,000 won) 431 < (o) 4,285 0.742
Mean 4,152 0.660
Associate degree (a) 4,155 0.688
Bachelor's degree (b) 4,064 0.583
Last education 2.944 0.055 -
Master's degree or higher (c) 4,404 0.743
Mean 4,152 0.660
(3@ 3.380 0.081
3-10 (b) 3,519 0.093
Career Period 0.792 0.455
10 < (o) 3,524 0.105
Mean 3.472 0.053
> 290 (a) 3.028 0.620
Pay 291 ~ 430 (b) 3.516 0.786
Extrinsic Rewards 9.046 0.001 alb,c
(10,000 won) 431 < (o) 3.686 0.669
Mean 3.472 0.760
Associate degree (a) 3.521 0.785
Bachelor's degree (b) 3.328 0.755
Last education 3,925 0.021 alb,c
Master's degree or higher (c) 3.759 0.601
Mean 3.472 0.760
* SD : Standard deviation
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Table 6, Correlation between job satisfaction variables

Self Job Job Extrinsic Last Py’ Career Ace
efficacy competency  satisfaction Rewards education”™ Y Period 9
Self
i 1
efficacy
I .
Job 509 1
competency
I " .
Job 387 464 1
satisfaction
Extrinsic o . .
221 238" 422¢ 1
Rewards
Last education .087 116 051 -011 1
Pay 114 265 142 272¢ 219 1
Career Period 289" 354 .055 .021 364 472 1
Age 259" 239% .000 064 231% 400¢" .679% 1
"p€0.05, "pC0.01, “Spearman
1
) 9 24
1 1,05
@ D!
= =] A
22
1
1
o @) s @
1 g |
) 3 oz |
@ 2 = B~
: > @
) 1
90 74
' " —— -
X=208.438(d~113 , p=0.000), L <
GFI=.899, AGFI=.863,
o RMR=.045, RMSEA=.065,
NFI-=.859, RFI=.830, IFI=.930,
15 TLI=.914, CFI=.929,=p<0.01
1
O g LTI
O % =
Qo w s
@ w ]
Fig. 2. Path diagram of structural equation modeling in sonographers,
Table 7, Hypothesis testing results
Path Estimate SE. CR p H Decision Making
Self-efficacy — Job satisfaction 0.204 0.136 1.500 0.134 H1 Rejected
Job competency — Job satisfaction 0.382 0.125 3.050 0.002 H2 Accepted
Extrinsic Rewards — Job satisfaction 0.259 0.64 4.027 0.000 H3 Accepted

*H : Hypothesis
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